
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
Submitted Written Public Comments* 

 
(Additional Written Public Comments from the September 13, 2004 Meeting may be 

found on the 911 Environmental Action Website:  
http://911ea.org) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*THE FOLLOWING PUBLIC COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED AT THE 
EXPERT TECHNICAL PANEL REVIEW MEETING #6.  NOTE, THE  
MEETING IS NOT A PUBLIC HEARING TO HEAR TESTIMONY, BUT 
RATHER A TECHNICAL MEETING FOR EXPERT PANEL MEMBER 
DISCUSSIONS WITH TIME SET ASIDE TO HEAR COMMENTS FROM THE 
PUBLIC ON DISCUSSION TOPICS.



 

 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT GULACK, UNION STEWARD, 
 U.S. SECURITIES & EXCHANGE COMMISSION, 

AT THE EPA TECHNICAL REVIEW PANEL 
 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE FOR MORE INFORMATION, CONTACT: 
September 13, 2004   Robert Gulack, (201) 794-9322 
 

Response to the Latest EPA Testing Proposal, 
After Three Years of Deception and Stalling 

 
In Manhattan, in the summer, we all heard this panel say, 
“Test in Brooklyn!” 
 “Why not Brooklyn?” 
  “Test in Brooklyn right away.”1 
But the EPA still stands there, unresponsive, mute, and grim; 
And it’s clear that very little that we say gets through to him. 
For the White House holds his gonads, in the famous Cheney grip; 
The White House holds his gonads and it will not let them slip. 
The White House holds his gonads and puts fingers in his ears. 
While this panel offers wisdom, there is little that he hears. 
And the White House tells this panel, in a wordless voice that cries – 
 “You are but the window-dressing for our silence and our lies. 
 We will flatter and renew you, 
 For the two months that remain. 
 But if you think we’ll listen to you, 
 You are bears of little brain.” 
 
In this hall, we all discussed it.  Various issues were addressed: 
 “Do not let abusive landlords hide when we come by to test” -- 
 “Test for all the COPCs2 – not a few you pick and choose” -- 
 “Do not hold off on the testing till the whole thing’s last year’s news.” 
Now the EPA has surfaced – two more long months have gone by – 
It’s as if nobody heard a word we said here in July. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                 
1 See http://www.epa.gov/wtc/panel/meeting-20040726.html. 
2 Contaminants of Potential Concern. 



 

 

And the White House speaks distinctly (to him who has an ear to hear): 
 “We will not permit inspection during this election year. 
 Delay will be our attitude 
 Till the voters have their hour. 
 Rest assured, you have our gratitude 
 For keeping us in power.” 
 
What if babies are born stunted?3  What if children gasp and choke?4 
The Neros in the White House laugh as if this were a joke. 
They boast of what they’re proud to call their anti-terror success, 
But will not lift one finger to clean up al-Qa’ida’s mess. 
Spin doctors rule the nation: Real doctors are ignored. 
We cry in pain: the White House yawns as if they’re vaguely bored. 
Mere inaction can be murder, while self-interest holds sway. 
The EPA castratti 
 Are as lethal as John Gotti – 
  They can kill while sipping latte 
   In their office on Broadway. 
And somewhere in this city, a child is breathing in Advair ®. 
And somewhere in this city, a student swallows Singulair ®. 
They will take their medications all their lives without a fuss. 
They don’t know who has betrayed them.  Please don’t let on it was us. 

                                                                 
3 G. Berkowitz, M. Wolff, T. Janevic, I. Holzman, R. Yehuda and P. Landrigan, “The World Trade Center 

Disaster and Intrauterine Growth Restriction” (letter) JAMA 290(5): 595-96 (Aug. 6, 2003). 
4 Anthony Szema, et al., “Clinical Deterioration in Pediatric Asthmatic Patients After September 11, 2001,” 

J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 113(3):420-26 (2004).    



 

 

September 13 2004 WTC Expert Technical Review Panel  
 
Three points: 
 
1. Deutschebank. Heavy metals coat the structural steel. During demolition, the bending of the steel will cause these 
metals to flake and powder which will pose a danger to residents (on top of the astronomical levels of contaminants 
in the building.) The building should be encased in Tyvek as was done after a release of asbestos in Gramercy Park. 
Similar protocols were used on the George Washington Bridge. Please recommend this to LMDC.  
 
2. The cost of healthcase for those who will be affected by the environmental disaster of 9/11:  
Dr. Frank Goldsmith, Director of Occupational Health for the Transport Workers' Union, Local 100, recommends 
using veterans' hospitals for the administration of drugs. This would also facilitate future health studies. I hope he'll 
be able to come at some later date to elaborate on this idea more fully.  
 
3. [holding brochure] This is a helpful EPA brochure called Protect Your Family from Lead in York Home and the 
following are quotes from it:  
 
1. "Lead dust which you can't always see can be a serious hazard." One wonders, then, why, in its initial cleanup, 
EPA recommended visual inspection.  
 
2. The brochure talks about the dangers of lead to children which include not only cognitive damage but also hearing 
loss. And it says that lead is also harmful to adults. This was news to me. "Adults can suffer from:  
 
difficulties during pregnancy; other reproductive problems in both men and women; high blood pressure; digestive 
problems; nerve disorders; memory and concentration problems;" etc.  
 
The WTC contained approximately 50,000 computers each made with between four and twelve pounds of lead. And 
none of these calculations ever take into account WTC 7 [let alone 3, 4, 5 and 6.] But by even the most conservative 
estimate, 200,000 pounds of lead from the computers alone was pulverized on 9/11 and we know from previous 
testing that some of it landed in people's apartments. So two things are indisputable:  
 
1. WTC lead is in people's homes.  
 
2. It's dangerous.  
 
How, then, can we justify ignoring it? That it lacks some ineffable 'je ne sais quoi' marking it as uniquely WTC in 
origin? This is why the fingerprint [or today the 'signature '] metaphor is misleading and dangerous. The WTC was a 
building like any other. The only unique thing about it is that it was really big. Apart from that, its lead was 
indistinguishable from any other lead. So it is disingenuous of EPA to ignore lead exceedances in Lower Manhattan 
because the particles failed to arrive individually stamped "WTC."  
 
I also take issue with the statement that you already have the fingerprint for WTC dust. You only have it, possibly, 
for the immediate vicinity of the site. It's  impossible to establish a universal fingerprint, if such a thing exists, 
BEFORE you've done representative testing.  
 
2000 years ago Cato the Elder ended each Senate meeting with the words "Et Carthago delenda est;" "And Carthage 
must be destroyed." By the end of the year, the Senate took the hint and voted to destroy Carthage. Likewise at each 
panel meeting we say to you, "Having been destroyed, Carthage must be representatively tested."  
 
Jenna Orkin  
World Trade Center Environmental Organization 



Testimony of Jo Polett 
EPA World Trade Center Expert Technical Review Panel 
September 13, 2004 
 
 
 
My name is Jo Polett.  I’m a downtown resident and a member of 9/11 Environmental 
Action. 
 
The title of the document dated September 1, 2004, “Proposed Monitoring Program to 
Determine Extent of WTC Impact”, is misleading and requires revision.  It’s been three 
years since the World Trade Center was attacked and collapsed.  It’s been two and a 
half years since the fires stopped burning.  Because EPA refused to conduct 
comprehensive testing of buildings potentially affected by the collapse and subsequent 
fires within a reasonable time frame, we will never know the geographic extent of WTC 
impact on building interiors, or be able to assess the level and nature of the 
contaminants to which people were exposed as they heeded false safety assurances 
and returned to their homes, schools, and workplaces.  That information is lost and 
cannot be retrieved.  The title of the document should accurately reflect the limits and 
purpose of the sampling program; I suggest,  “ Proposed Monitoring Program to 
Determine the Geographic Extent and Nature of WTC Dust and Smoke Residue 
Remaining in Buildings Potentially Affected by the Environmental Aftermath of 9/11 More 
Than Three Years After the Event.” 
 
Other revisions of the document required by the assumption that factual accuracy is an 
essential part of the process in which this panel is engaged are as follows:   
 
In the fourth paragraph, EPA has quoted the White House CEQ letter citing, “The peer 
reviewed ‘World Trade Center Indoor Air Assessment and Selection of Contaminants of 
Potential Concern and Setting Health-based Benchmarks,’ which concluded asbestos 
was an appropriate surrogate in determining risk for other contaminants.”  The cited 
document came to no such conclusion.  It was EPA’s “Residential Confirmation Cleaning 
Study,” a document that could not get within a mile of a respectable peer review and 
survive, that attempted to support EPA’s irresponsible and unscientific contention that 
asbestos was a surrogate for other contaminants.  EPA should either delete the above 
quoted misstatement of the facts, or add a qualifying statement that makes it clear that 
the Chairman of the White House Council on Environmental Quality doesn’t know what 
he’s talking about.   
 
Also in that paragraph EPA has attempted, for a third time, to mischaracterize the 
conclusions of the asbestos as a surrogate peer review panel which inconveniently 
found that asbestos was not a surrogate for determining either the efficacy of cleaning or 
the risk from other contaminants.  I ask that in the future EPA leave misguided public 
relations considerations out of the drafting of these documents. 
 
Regarding the technical aspects of the proposed sampling program, I’d like to add one 
point to those raised in the community presentation.  It’s a step in the right direction that 
the plan seeks to characterize buildings but the voluntary nature of the program will 
result in the “self-selection bias” noted by EPA on page 4.  This is likely to skew private 
building selection toward cleaner buildings and leave us with a non-representative cohort 



of buildings. Hopefully, at the next meeting EPA can present us with possible solutions 
to this problem.   
   
 
Regarding signature, I would like to make the panel aware of a significant historical fact.  
EPA established a signature for the World Trade Center Dust Cleaning program and 
used it to evaluate HVAC systems before abandoning it several months into the 
program.  On page 11 of the document titled, “ADDENDUM #2, World Trade Center 
Dust Cleaning Program, Monitoring Scope of Work,” EPA states, “Dust will be 
considered WTC-related if: pH is 9 or above; fibrous glass content is between 30 and 
40% and crystalline silica content is 5% or greater.”  Numerous HVAC systems were 
rejected for cleaning on the basis of this signature before EPA replaced it with visual 
inspections that were equally effective at finding that HVAC systems were free of WTC-
related contaminants.  Though EPA led us to believe that monitoring and cleaning 
scopes of work were available to the public on the EPA website, ADDENDUM #2 was 
never posted to the website.  
 
Not only did EPA conceal this document from the public, but EPA concealed the fact that 
a WTC signature had been established from the peer review committee that met 
October 21st and 22nd of 2002 to consider EPA’s, ‘World Trade Center Indoor Air 
Assessment and Selection of Contaminants of Potential Concern and Setting Health-
based Benchmarks’.  I attended the meeting as a public observer and though I’d been 
told that a protocol for the sampling and analysis of HVAC system dust was described in 
a document that had not been released to the public, I did not manage to get a copy of it 
until October 23.  The question of a WTC signature, or fingerprint, was raised by 
members of the peer review committee several times during the meeting.  I waited for 
EPA toxicologist, Mark Maddaloni, who was a lead author of the document, to 
acknowledge that a signature had been established and was currently in use.  He did 
not.  Finally, during the last comment period on the afternoon of the 22nd, I said I’d heard 
that EPA had established a fingerprint for evaluating HVAC systems.  Dr. Maddaloni 
chose to remain silent, as did the other Region 2 and Washington, D.C. based EPA 
scientists who were in attendance. 
 
Dr. Paul Lioy, Vice Chair of the panel and a member of the panel’s signature sub-group, 
is also familiar with this fingerprint.  I’d met him at a Community Forum earlier in October 
of 2002 and I wrote to him on Nov.1.  In the letter I described the fingerprint and 
expressed my concern that HVAC systems that were clearly impacted were being 
rejected for cleaning on the basis of it.  When I called him several weeks later he told me 
that he was aware of the fingerprint and that it was reliable. 
 
The fingerprint was abandoned, I was told, for three reasons, one of which was that it 
was different everywhere it was measured.  Though I’m encouraged that USGS is 
involved in the ongoing research to discover if it is possible to validate a signature for 
WTC dust, I’ll close by responding to the comment Dr. David Prezant made earlier this 
morning on the political nature of the community’s opposition to signature.  Our 
opposition to signature is not essentially political.  We want a signature if there is a 
signature.  Our concern is that EPA, and some members of this panel, have decided that 
we need a signature regardless of whether there is one. 
 


























































































